might be recovered for weapons use (by the state from whose weapons it came or by others) after disposition was complete. Hence, the latter, combined with the several timing criteria, effectively portrays the committee's judgment of the option's political impact on arms reduction and nonproliferation (assuming that equivalent levels of transparency would be applied to all options); this impact does not receive a separate column in the chart.
The "ES&H Risk" and "Cost" categories are self-explanatory. The final column, "Fuel Cycle Policy Signal," refers to the issue relating to more general U.S. fuel cycle and nonproliferation policies described in the text: those options involving the use of weapons plutonium in reactors would send the signal that the United States approved of such use, at least for this limited purpose, whereas the disposal options would send the signal that even for the pressing problem of plutonium disposition, the United States did not approve of the use of plutonium fuels. In this column, therefore, the committee simply indicates whether the option would or would not use plutonium in reactor fuel, rather than attempting a high, moderate, and low categorization.
Ratings. For all the criteria other than "Technical Uncertainty," the option of using 100 percent MOX fuel in U.S. LWRs is used as the standard for a moderate rating. (Technical uncertainty for the LWR MOX option is rated low.) Options that involve greater risks or costs than MOX in LWRs are rated high, while those that involve significantly lower risks or costs are rated low.
Options
Indefinite Storage
Indefinite storage is among the more complex options to rate, because for the next several decades storage would be relatively simple, safe, and low cost (at least in the United States), but these judgments would change if it were truly extended indefinitely.
Indefinite storage is rated as having low technical uncertainty and time to execute because storage can be (and is being) implemented immediately. Storage is rated as low in risks of handling and ES&H risks (because no processing is involved), and low in cost (by assuming costs comparable to those at Pantex, rather than commercial charges for plutonium storage). The difficulty of obtaining public and institutional acceptance is rated moderate, although it would probably be quite difficult to gain public approval for storage that was explicitly presented as lasting indefinitely, at least in the United States. Indefinite storage is the only option on the chart rated as having high risks of recovery, since thevercome—that is, once development is complete and the requisite licenses and approvals have been obtained. This includes the time required for any necessary facility construction or modification, and the time during which the option would be processing the excess plutonium stock.ly that the development of such fuels for reactors not already designed to use them (the HTGR being the main example of a reactor type designed to employ nonfertile fuels) could provide an advantage large enoueh to iustifv the reauired level of effort.o   o«^   ,,^™=j:«»«ui«     _____   *...   .._i______    ______«.u~_: U.S. Government Printine Office. Mav IQQIVbe reached, doing so would almost certainly be time-consuming, delaying
